Town of Brookline
Advisory Committee Minutes

Sean Lynn‐Jones, Chair

February 22, 2018

Present: Ben Birnbaum, Clifford M. Brown, Carol Caro, Lea Cohen, John Doggett, Dennis Doughty, Harry
Friedman, Janet Gelbart, David‐Marc Goldstein, Neil Gordon, Amy Hummel, Alisa G. Jonas, Janice S.
Kahn, Steve Kanes, Bobbie Knable, David Lescohier, Pamela Lodish, Sean Lynn‐Jones, Shaari S. Mittel,
Lee L. Selwyn, Michael Sandman, Kim Smith, Charles Swartz, Christine Westphal
Absent: Carla Benka, Angela Hyatt, Kelly Hardebeck, Fred Levitan, Mariah Nobrega, Susan Roberts
Also Attending: Town Administrator Melvin Kleckner, Select Board Members Ben Franco and Heather
Hamilton, School Committee Members Susan Wolf‐Ditkoff and Julie Schreiner‐Oldham, Chair David
Pollack, and Deputy Superintendent for Administration & Finance Mary Ellen Dunn.
The meeting was called to order at 7:30 PM.
The Chair offered thanks to the Override Study Committee and for their efforts and reminded Advisory
Committee members to keep an open mind while listening to presenters. Timeframe for acting is very
short – the Select Board plans to vote on March 6th.
GIC increase came in at 0% ‐ a lot will depend on what this means for the Town but we are looking at a
much better situation than 2 weeks ago.
1. Discussion of the Override Study Committee Report
Ben Franco and Heather Hamilton offered highlights of the Override Study Committee Report (See PPT
at the end of these notes).
QUESTIONS
Q: The impact of recommendations of the OSC, what is the average tax bill upon which these numbers
are based? A: The median single family tax bill with a residential exemption, about $11,000.
Q: You seem to focus on K‐8 expansion and there is nothing about the high school. A: We haven’t seen
the full impact in the growth in the grade school in the high school yet.
Q: If the high school override passed, what would the impact be? A: A cumulative impact of 5.5% and
the impact on tax payer bills would be $639 increase for median single family tax bill. These figures are
based on the mythical median single family and will vary depending on individual circumstances.
Q: Operating override but total impact for taxpayer by 2021? A: See page 53 and 54 in the OSC report
and the Impact of Debt Exclusion document distributed. You can take the percentages and apply them
to your own tax bill to find out the impact on you personally.
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School Committee Chair David Pollack along with Deputy Superintendent for Administration & Finance
Mary Ellen Dunn took questions.
Q: Why would you argue for a 3‐year override? A: Continuity of planning, transparency to tax payers,
stability, we want to do long range planning and tell tax payers what may be coming; biggest advantage
is that there can be more certainty over a longer period of time, people can do their jobs without having
to redo budgets each year, positive impact on recruitment and retention and keeping people on staff.
Q: In terms of the value of the 3 year override, the Advisory Committee originally requested a 5 year
plan. Do you have those numbers? A: Yes we do have a 5 year projection and can add the two additional
years to the report you have in hand and send it to the committee. It focuses on increases in enrollment
and no new initiatives. The OSC had years 4 and 5 during their deliberations.
Q: Loss of circuit breaker funds causing a revenue shortfall, can you say more about that and any
prospect for recovering that? A: With the circuit breaker we used $1M from the account $500K to help
balance 2017 and almost balance 2018. Not a recurring source of revenue. Reimbursement rate is 65%
and not 72% so budgeted what received rather than project since the process to make projections is
not refined just yet, especially with fluctuations and no warnings. Comparable to what we did with the
Kindergarten grant. We mine all sources available to us for reimbursement.
Comment: We have breakfast each year with our legislators and there was some lobbying to put the
72% back into the budget but the Governor did not do this.
Q: Do you include calculations about people retiring and needing to hire new, younger staff? A:
$675,000 is a reasonable number to use (see line three, Turnover Savings).
Q: We have a draft resolution adopted by the Long Range Planning subcommittee with a dollar amount
and am wondering if we going to get into any substantive discussion about whether those numbers are
acceptable to the Advisory Committee or how do we proceed? A: Focus on the Schools right now.
Q: Question about class sizes and efficiencies correlation to staffing needs. A: Complicated question –
important to not consider schools as an aggregation of one room school house with one teacher and x
number of teachers. Teacher is no longer the only adult in the classroom and there are many specialists
that are part of the team. Everyone is educated together. No more than 22 students in K‐2 and from 3rd
to 8th grand no more than 25 and then variables in the High School. At 21 students per class, the average
that we have grown to, previously average 19 per grade, it is functionally the max we can do to hold to
the target; we can’t fill empty seats wherever they exist in the district except with new families.
Q: Question about class sizes. A: Class size and section projection is still being worked on and that
information will be available soon. Made assumption we are keeping the class size but we are changing
it – there is a proposal from Superintendent to allow for relief (families volunteering to change schools).
High number projected for Kindergarten in the coming year. Mary Ellen said she would be happy to sit
down and review that report with anyone interested. I don’t know how you are doing this consolidation.
We need to sit down off line and review this.
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Aside from new people moving in or switching districts and the if you build it they will come scenario,
we also see parents holding kids back knowing the school will open the next year.
Q: Professional Development and ADR items do we need this? Given enrollment growth are we looking
at long term enrollment growth? Reports that there will be difficulty filling up colleges because number
of students are decreasing in Massachusetts and the Northeast – doesn’t seem to correlate. A: The
October 1st enrollment report is the second iteration – working with a professional demographer.
Suburbs are losing enrollment. People are staying cities and near public transportation.
Comment: Suggest we take a step back, because there continue to be many unanswered questions, the
report is filled with many deficiencies. Are we going to allow the report to be shared with the voters,
given all of the information that is still glaringly absent?
Comment: There is some work that has been done and the resolution of the Long Term Planning and
Policy should be considered. Clearly there is still great concern about the depth of the Override Study
Committee’s report – and given that, what can we give to the Select Board in terms of guidance or
information before their vote – March 6th?.
Q: When exactly will the Select Board take a vote? A: Tuesday next is public hearing (Feb. 27), week
after is discussion and possibly take a vote, guessing we won’t be ready so either the 6th or the 13th.
Comments:


Not persuaded by the arguments in the Override Study and as a citizen I wouldn’t vote for it, it
has too many holes in it.



Have all questions been asked, has all research been done and can we put this document in
front of the public and feel confident. The group concluded to put something on the ballot in
May that would deal with part of the structural deficit for FY19 – anything listed as “enrollment”
and “personnel” and left off any “strategic development” – recommendation notes that the OSC
needs to do more work



The issue was raised in February 2017 and the group did not get put together or convene until
November. If we had started in April we wouldn’t be struggling like we are now.



Disagree – maybe we should have started earlier but let’s not neglect the fact that there was a
small group that had served on another override committee in the past or other large
committee.



People opted not serve because of the very short, truncated timeline or…tired from 2014 OSC,
busy with something else; don’t have level of expertise required, questions about the way
committee was constructed, charge not broad enough so it was a relatively small pool to pick
from.



We could decide to do nothing at all; or we could opt to weigh in and give the Select Board our
opinion; we could hold the vote and meet again to reconsider.
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Incensed that the Town Administrator helped the Schools with $500K but no money for the
Library and services for Seniors in the Town, who are a growing population.



The GIC decision equates to about a million dollars and will reduce deficits a bit. We should have
more data early next week.



Select Board has to make their own decision about this and we have an obligation to consider
the political aspect of providing money for the Town, we can make a recommendation – given
the request was hastily put together and delivered not sure we should do this.



Operate within budget constraints and make compromises. School works outside of this process
and not seeing any sense of compromise. Why does DPW not get a budget increase for how
many years, but from School department not one inch of movement in any of their areas?

Apologies offered from School Committee Chair that these documents didn’t get to the Advisory
Committee until tonight. They were released on Friday and the answer to the question about the $3.7M
gap is in those documents. Urge everyone to review them and get back to us, me and Mary Ellen with
your questions and we will be happy to address them. Good purposes for our programs.
What is the evidence that a class of 19 performs any better than a class of 25?
Without taking a position one way or the other, smaller class size allows you to spend more time with
each student, review their work, and give them more attention.
Q: Does the School look at whether new initiatives like World Languages meet their objectives when
looking at funding? A: Yes absolutely and happy to share the report/s with the Advisory Committee. Will
be part of our overall budget report available to the public.
Q: Think something is not necessary given cost restrictions, supplies and materials ‐ $685,000 – list sent
home requesting school supplies. Request to fund something that was done voluntarily in the past? A:
We have PTOs that fund supply budgets and curriculum, parents that fund supplies and materials – at
$100 per student ‐ it seems to be a secondary tax on the students.
Something that has been done traditionally, so why change it?
School/Town split seems artificial – we have other departments and no one advocating for each of those
departments. Needs not equal to school needs?
2. Discussion of the Advisory Committee's Long Term Planning and Policy Subcommittee's recommendations
Sean gave an overview of the LTP&P Subcommittee meeting and their review of the override study
committee report. Overall cumulative increases outlined in the table on page two of the subcommittee
interim report. These figures were summarized from Harold Peterson’s Tax Impact calculator.
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CUMULATIVE TAX IMPACT, FISCAL 2021
Total Tax Increase

% Increase over FY18

Devotion Debt Exclusion

$3.5 million

1.66%

BHS Debt Exclusion ($165M)

$11.7 million

5.54%

Operating Override (base + top tiers)

$11.7 million

5.54%

9th School Debt Exclusion ($100M)

$7.1 million

3.36%

TOTAL

$34 million

16.1%

The subcommittee came to their recommendation by looking at Personnel and Enrollment Growth in
the School budget, recommendations in Mel Kleckner’s January 26 memo and no strategic initiatives.
Concerns and questions raised by the subcommittee about the Override Study Committee’s report were
captured in a list that was distributed to the full AC.
Despite the subcommittee’s vote, there remain some uncertainties and questions.
• Should the operating override be designed to cover a three‐year period? Multi‐year budgeting and
planning is often viewed as better than year‐to‐year budgets. Would it be better to have an override
that provides a definite revenue stream for Fiscal Years 2019, 2020, and 2021 and that takes into
account the likely need for increased budgets in the second and third years?
• Regardless of the planned duration of the override, should the amount of the operating override be
changed? Should different budget requests be funded by the operating override?
• Should the operating override be divided into a “pyramid” with two or more tiers?
• Note that the “DELETED” clause from the draft resolution considered by the subcommittee could be
inserted as a substitute for the current clause that recommends a 1.66% increase in FY2019 taxes
(compared to FY2018), or with minor revisions, could be inserted as an additional clause to specify a cap
on the size of the tax increase that an operating override would produce in FY2020 and FY2021. With
further revisions, it could even be combined with the current first clause to say, “If the Select Board does
not accept the recommendation to propose a one‐year override, the Advisory Committee recommends
that any other override not raise property taxes by more than X%/$X million…”
COMMENTS
We did not consider the high school override. Very little discretion but the operating override is more
malleable.
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3. Discussion and possible vote on the Advisory Committee's recommendations to the Select Board
A MOTION was made to accept the LTP&P recommendation.
Concerns were raised about making a one year decision.
The practical difference between a one or three year override is the amount. The way to modify it is to
take the paragraph that was deleted and plug in a number of your choice.
The difference is an amount but it is also a political pledge that in years 1 and 2 we are not taxing up to
the maximum levy. In terms of crafting a motion, my suggestion would be to not focus on dollar amount
but principle that you are suggesting these categories be funded, which is how you got to those
numbers. In the end, looking at categories making a decision yes I’m willing to fund it and then calculus
non property tax things where we can get some revenue from – parking meters, the GIC and how it
figures in.
Support resolution as written because see it as an opportunity to strengthen the position to get support
for budgeted items, programs because we then have the data to back up the request.
A MOTION was made and seconded to table the decision until next meeting ‐either March 1 or coming
in early March 6th.
By a VOTE of 6 in favor, 14 opposed and 4 abstentions, the MOTION to table fails.
A MOTION was made and seconded to AMEND reduce the amounts in the resolution by the funds found
in the GIC.
By a VOTE of 1 in favor, 19 opposed and 4 abstentions, the MOTION to AMEND fails.
By a VOTE of 16 in favor, 5 opposed and 2 abstentions, the MOTION passes and is our recommendation
to the Select Board.
________________________________________________
Upon a MOTION made and seconded to adjourn, and voted unanimously, the meeting was adjourned at
10:20 pm.
Documents Presented (at meeting or electronically):
The report of the Override Study Committee and related information can be found here:
http://www.brooklinema.gov/CivicAlerts.aspx?AID=450
(1) A list of approximately $1.5 million in possible Town expansion requests to be included in a potential
operating override. (Note that some of these were not recommended by the Override Study Committee.)
(2) A list of budget requests to be funded by a potential operating override (“Override Size Calculator”). The
requests are divided into “base” and “top” categories, and identified as Town or school “asks.” This “Override Size
Calculator” may make it easier to understand exactly what the Override Study Committee is recommending.
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(3) A “Tax Impact Calculator” that shows the impact that various override scenarios would have on property taxes
paid by Brookline taxpayers. This was prepared by Harold Petersen of the Override Study Committee. It supersedes
any previous estimates or tables generated by the Override Study Committee in its report and presentation to the
Select Board. The key conclusion is that by FY2021 Brookline’s property taxes could increase by 14‐16%, if the
Devotion debt exclusion, BHS debt exclusion, 9th school/other K‐8 debt exclusion, and recommended operating
override all take effect by that fiscal year.
(4) OSC questions prepared by Cliff Brown and others.
(5) Incremental Cost of Nonresident Programs—Lee Selwyn
(6) A Note on Class Size—Janet Gelbart
(7) FY2019 Budget Update—circulated at the request of the School Committee
(8) SC Memo FY2019 Budget Update—circulated at the request of the School Committee
(9) Long‐Term Planning and Policies (LTP&P) Subcommittee Interim Report on the Override Study Committee
Report and Potential Override Options
(10) Recommendation to the Select Board Regarding Override Questions for the May 2018 Ballot
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BROOKLINE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
DRAFT Resolution, February 2018

Recommendation to the Select Board Regarding Override Questions for the May
2018 Ballot
WHEREAS on February 14, 2017, the Advisory Committee adopted a resolution that
recommended that the Board of Selectmen (now known as the Select Board) appoint a
committee to consider the need for future operating and debt exclusion overrides to meet the
budgetary needs of Town departments and the Public Schools of Brookline through Fiscal Year
2025; and
WHEREAS current budget forecasts for Fiscal Year 2019 and subsequent Fiscal Years indicate
that the Town of Brookline faces a structural deficit and will need to raise additional revenue to
fund planned expenditures by Town departments and the Public Schools of Brookline; and
WHEREAS it will be extremely difficult to maintain current levels of programs by the Public
Schools of Brookline unless an operating override is placed on the ballot and approved by voters
in May 2018; and
WHEREAS many Town departments have experienced level-funded budgets in recent years,
constraining the ability of those departments to provide important public services; and
WHEREAS the report of the 2017–2018 Override Study Committee was prepared under severe
time constraints and does not include a comprehensive analysis of the effectiveness and
efficiency of current and proposed Town and Public Schools of Brookline programs and policies
or detailed recommendations for generating increased revenues from sources other than real
estate taxes; and
WHEREAS the report of the 2017–2018 Override Study Committee identified several
constraints on the capacity of Brookline taxpayers to pay higher real estate taxes, including
stagnant or declining household income since 2010 and an increasing percentage of elderly
residents in Brookline; and
WHEREAS the federal tax law changes included in the December 2017 “Tax Cuts and Jobs Act”
may reduce the ability of Brookline taxpayers to pay higher real estate taxes by, for example,
limiting the ability of taxpayers to deduct state and local taxes on their federal tax returns; and
WHEREAS Brookline real estate taxes have been increasing at higher rate than annual increases
in overall inflation, as measured by the Consumer Price Index, and would increase at an even
higher rate if additional debt exclusion and operating overrides are implemented; and
WHEREAS the analysis conducted by the Override Study Committee suggests that multiple debt
exclusion and operating overrides in a three-year period (Fiscal 2019–2021) could produce a
cumulative, combined increase of over 15% in Brookline real estate taxes, compared to Fiscal
Year 2018;
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THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Advisory Committee recommends that the Select
Board:


place on the May 2018 ballot an operating override question that increases real estate
taxes by $3,517,810 (1.66% of the Fiscal Year 2018 tax levy), an amount sufficient to
allocate $2,265,441 to the Public Schools of Brookline to fund Fiscal Year 2019 budget
increases due to contractually obligated personnel costs and enrollment growth, to
allocate $1,252,369 for additional expenditures by Town departments, including
Building, the Council on Aging, Fire, DICR, the Library, Planning, Public Works,
Recreation, and the Town Clerk, as enumerated by the Town Administrator, and to serve
as a “bridge” to future fiscal years while additional analysis of revenues, expenditures,
and policies is conducted; and



[DELETED: limit the amount of any real estate tax increase in any operating override to
be placed on the May 2018 ballot and to be fully implemented no later than Fiscal Year
2021 to no more than $X million in the annual tax levy limit; and]



take into account the impact on real estate taxes of a potential debt exclusion override to
finance construction of a 9th elementary school (or other means of increasing classroom
capacity) before deciding on the amount of any operating override question to be placed
on the May 2018 ballot; and



ensure that any operating override question to be placed on the May 2018 ballot funds
necessary expenditures by Town departments as well as the Public Schools of Brookline;
and



appoint a committee to further analyze questions that were not addressed in the 2017–
2018 Override Study Committee, including but not limited to steps that Brookline could
take to reduce or eliminate the projected long-term structural budget deficit through
Fiscal Year 2025; and



identify and utilize revenues other than real estate taxes to reduce the amount of any
operating override by an amount equal to or greater than 1% of the Fiscal 2018 levy limit;
and



consider further steps to reduce the impact of increasing real estate taxes on Brookline’s
senior citizens.
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Budget Presentation
School Committee
February 8, 2018

2

Agenda
1. Mission and Superintendent Goals
2. Proposed Budget
3. Revenue Outlook
4. Structural Deficits & Projected Need for Additional Revenue
5. Closing the Budget Gap - Cuts Under Consideration
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Mission of the Public Schools of Brookline
Our mission is to ensure that every student
develops the skills and knowledge
to pursue a productive and fulfilling life,
to participate thoughtfully in a democracy, and
succeed in a diverse and evolving global society.
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Two Fundamental Beliefs Support Our Mission
1. Brookline should expect nothing less than exceptional and equitable
outcomes for all of our learners. We must use our resources to ensure
that we support every student to succeed at high levels.
2. In an effective school system the central office supports principals as
instructional leaders, so principals can support educators, and
educators can support students.
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Superintendent’s Goal
Ensure exceptional and equitable outcomes for all learners by:
●

Effectively supporting principals;

●

Organizing the work of District offices in support of student learning
and teaching; and

●

Addressing those areas that have the greatest impact on student social
and emotional growth and academic achievement.
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FY 2019 Budget Pressures
1.

Ongoing, dramatic enrollment that continues to impact K-8 schools

2.

K-8 historic enrollment growth now impacting the high school

3.

Annual cost increases to maintain existing staff - including COLA (2%) and steps and
lanes (3%)

4.

Revenue growth continues to lag behind expenditure growth broadening structural
deficit that was anticipated by 2015 Override Study Committee

5.

Revenue growth is the lowest since 2011 due to slower than expected Town growth and
cuts in state reimbursements to towns.
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The Risks We Face if Additional Revenue is Not Available
1.
2.

Class sizes continuing to increase
“Back sliding” - losing the progress made because of the 2015 override
●
●

3.
4.

Loss of added special education teachers, paraprofessionals, learning center teachers,
literacy specialists, and math specialists
Reductions to administration, operations, and facilities increasing response times to
school needs; inclusive of program review, curriculum support and professional
development, clean and safe buildings, and regular communications.

Increases to ratios in critical areas of student support including guidance, social
work, nurses, psychologists, enrichment and challenge support.
Challenges related to recruiting and retaining educators when experiencing
unpredictable annual budgeting

Public Schools of Brookline Enrollment: K-12
Actuals through October 1, 2017; Projections through October 1, 2022
Enrollment Growth:
●
27% between 2007 and 2017
●
11% projected from 2017 to 2022

K-8 Enrollment
Actuals through October 1, 2017; Projections through October 1, 2022
Enrollment Growth:
●
34% between 2012 and 2017
● 7% projected from 2017 to 2022
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K-8 Enrollment Growth since 2005 - By School
2005 - 2006

2017 – 2018

# Growth
since 2005

% Growth
since 2005

Baker

647

763

116

18%

Devotion

670

801

131

20%

Driscoll

366

613

247

67%

Heath

360

534

174

48%

Lawrence

478

722

244

51%

Lincoln

410

578

168

41%

Pierce

546

859

313

57%

Runkle

427

612

185

43%

3,904

5,482

1,578

40%

Brookline High School Enrollment Actuals through October 1, 2017; Projections through October 1, 2022
Enrollment Growth:
●
13% between 2012 and 2017
●
20% projected from 2017 to 2022
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Budget Request - FY 2019
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FY 2019 Budget Focus
FY 2019 Budget Request is limited to the following three areas:
1.

Maintain current staffing and abiding by class size guidelines (22 students
per class at K-2 and 25 students in grades 3-8)

2.

Responding to our ongoing enrollment growth by maintaining class sizes and
staff-student ratios in essential student support areas and services

3.

Strategic new investments tied directly to the Superintendent’s goal of
achieving equitable opportunities and outcomes for all students
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Superintendent’s Request - Summary
Proposed Increase

1. Maintain Current Staffing - paying for contractually obligated salary increases for
existing staff (steps, lanes, and COLA)

$ 3,717,074

2. Keeping up with Enrollment Growth •
•

Increase school-based staff to maintain class size and continue existing levels
of student support (guidance, nursing, English language learning)

●

$ 1,256,121

●

$ 531,386

New Policies and Service Contracts - Full implementation of new Financial
Assistance Policy and cost of existing student support contracts for new students
$ 1,787,507

3. Strategic New Investments - Equity, Student Support, Supplies, Transportation,
Public Buildings Division

$ 1,591,718

4. Cost Reductions - Staffing consolidations and contracted services

$ (862,869)

Total - Requested Increase

$

6,233,430
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1. Existing Staff - Budget Request
Majority of the PSB budget pays for teachers and other personnel. The largest part of
the FY 19 budget increase pays for the contractually obligated costs of maintaining
our existing staff.
FY18 Budget - existing staff:
FY19 Budget - contractually obligated pay increases
for existing staff:

$ 94,296,072
$ 97,802,963

Includes:
$3,717,074
● Cost of living adjustments (2%)
● Step and lane advancement (3%) - more employees now getting
step and lane increases due to newer staff and new positions
FY 19 Budget Request:

$ 3,717,074
60% of $6.2 million increase
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2. Enrollment growth - Impact
Unrelenting increase in number of students that is now impacting the high
school requires funding in four areas:
1. More classroom teachers to maintain class size
2. Increase in student support staff to maintain ratios agreed upon in last
override including:
●
●

Nurses, guidance counselors, and administrators to provide essential
social, emotional, and academic support
English language teachers to support ongoing increase in English
language learners

3. Additional transportation and service contracts for students with
disabilities
4. Financial assistance for growing number of families who qualify
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2. Enrollment growth - Personnel
Additional staff needed to meet continuing enrollment growth, maintain class
sizes, and provided essential social, emotional, academic, and administrative
support.
Includes:
● 10 FTE classroom teachers - 7.0 at BHS, 3.0 at elementary schools
● 3.0 FTE - Nurse, Guidance Counselors, English learner teacher
● 2.0 FTE - Lawrence Vice Principal and BHS administrator
● Additional secretarial and custodial staff for growing high school

FY 19 Budget Request:

$ 1,256,121
20% of $6.2 million increase
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2. Enrollment Growth - Service Contracts and Policy
In addition to our growth in personnel, our enrollment increases affect
transportation costs, contracted services for students, and specific policies.

Addresses:
● Rising costs for in-district transportation students with disabilities
● Increased transportation costs for general education students
● Funding for the financial assistance policy
● 504 services and supports
FY 2019 Budget Request

$ 531,386
9% of $6.1 million increase
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3. Strategic New Investments
A limited number of critical new investments to support the Superintendent’s goal of
creating equitable outcomes and opportunities:
1.

More effectively organize and execute our work to address inequitable opportunities and
outcomes, structural racism, and unintentional bias

2.

Proactively address increasing number of student behavioral incidents and make response
and reintegration more coherent across all schools

3.

Include 5.0 FTEs to support classes (OverMax Aide) when class size exceeds
guidelines

4.

Improve instruction and support for struggling students by supporting collaborative
leaderships teams at each school (response to intervention)

5.

Launch fee-based busing for growing number of BHS students living in South Brookline by
supplementing family fees

6.

Begin addressing funding for basic curriculum supplies and end practice of relying on
teachers, PTOs, and parents for curriculum texts, supplies and materials.
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3. Budget Request - Strategic New Investments
A limited number of new investments designed to strategically support the
Superintendent’s goal of ensuring equitable opportunities and outcomes for all
students
Includes:
● 4.0 FTE to support equity professional development and restorative justice
practices
● Intervention support for struggling learners
● Transportation for BHS students from South Brookline
● Transportation for BHS student-athletes to practices and games
● 5.0 FTE Over Max Aides to support classes that exceed class size guidelines
● Basic classroom supplies such as books and software
● Public Building Division services and supplies to open Devotion
FY 2019 Budget Request
$1,591,719
26% of $6.2 million request
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4. Reducing Costs
Request includes cost savings identified through assessing our contracts and
staffing to ensure that unnecessary positions and redundant services are
eliminated from the budget.
Includes:
●
●

Contractual service and supply reductions
Staffing consolidations and reclassifications

FY 19 Cost Reductions:

FY 2019 Budget Request

$
$

(652,686)
(210,183)

$

(862,869)

$ (862,869)
-14% of $6.2 million request

22

Budget Request
FY 2019 Request is a $6,233,430
5.72% increase over FY18
FY18 Budget:
Change in Expenses:

$108,888,719
$ 6,233,430

FY 19 Budget Request:

$115,122,149

23

Revenue Outlook
Revenue Growth is the lowest since FY 2011
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Revenue Growth: FY 2016 to FY 2019
FY
2015

FY
2016

FY
2017

FY
2018

Revenue

$ 89,814,815

$ 98,882,707

$ 104,696,542

$ 108,888,719

Growth from
previous year ($)

$ 3,676,882

$ 9,067,892

$

$

Growth from
previous year (%)

4.27%

10.10%

5,813,835

5.88%

4,144,746

3.96%

FY
2019
(available)
$ 111,371,511
$

2,482,792

2.28%
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Revenue: FY 2018 & FY 2019
FY 2018

FY 2019

Variance

General Fund Appropriation

$

104,758,343

$

108,477,430

$

3,719,087

Tuition and Fees

$

696,016

$

696,016

$

Rental of PSB Facilities

$

225,000

$

0

$

(225,000)

Circuit Breaker Funding

$

2,700,000

$

1,688,705

$

(1,011,295)

Revolving Fund Reimbursement

$

150,680

$

150,680

$

0

Other Revenue

$

358,680

$

358,680

$

0

Total Budget (% increase)

$

108,888,719

$

111,371,511

0

$

2,482,792
2.28%
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Lower than Expected Revenue for FY 2019
Revenue
Expected FY 2019 increase in school revenue from
Town tax levy

$ Increase
$

3,771,300

Actual Increase in School Revenue in FY 2019 from
Town’s tax levy revenue

$

3,719,087

Decrease in actual revenue due to lower state
reimbursement for special education costs
(Circuit Breaker)

$ (1,236,295)

Actual FY 2019 Revenue Increase

$ 2,482,792

% Increase
3.6%

(based on typical 3.6% annual increase in town’s Tax Levy
Revenue)

2.28%
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Budget Overview: FY 2018 to FY 2019
FY 2018

FY 2019
Request

Change
(FY 18 to FY 19)

$ 108,888,719

$

111,371,511

$ 2,482,792

Budget

$

$

115,122,149

$

Gap

$

Revenue
(Town Tax Levy and
Offsets)

108,888,719
0

$

(3,750,638)

$

6,233,430
(3,750,638)
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Projected Revenue
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Structural Deficits & Projected Need for
Additional Revenue
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Structural Deficit - Summary
Proposed Increase

Existing Staff - paying for contractual obligated salary increases for existing staff
(steps, lanes, and COLA)

$ 3,717,074

Keeping up with Enrollment Growth -

$ 1,787,507

•

Increase school-based staff to maintain class size and continue existing
levels of student support (guidance, nursing, English language learning)

●

$ 1,256,121

•

Policies and Service Contracts - Full implementation of Financial
Assistance Policy and cost of existing student support contracts for
additional students

●

$ 531,386

Total - Structural Increases $ 5,504,581
Total - Increase in Revenue $ 2,482,792
Structural Deficit -- More than $3.0 million of FY 19 gap is
structural

$ (3,021,789)
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Structural Deficits Going Forward
FY
2019

FY
2020

FY
2021

$ 111,371,511

$114,792,431

$118,449,216

Revenue Growth

2.28%

3.07%

3.19%

Projected Budget
Expense Growth

$ 115,122,149
5.72%

$122,253,381
6.19%

$128,994,634
5.51%

$(3,750,638)

$(3,750,638)
$(3,710,313)
$(7,460,950)

$(3,750,638)
$(3,710,313)
$(3,084,468)
$(10,545,418)

Projected Available Revenue

Projected Deficit with no Override
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Closing the Budget Gap
●

Reductions under consideration due to lower revenue
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Proposed Cuts to close a $3.75 million (net) budget gap
If additional funds are not available, significant cuts are planned.
• All proposed cuts impact students, staff, and families to varying
degrees
• Aim to make cuts that are the least painful
• Prioritizing cuts based on which have the least impact on our
ability to provide high quality education and continue to execute
on district and school priorities
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Summary - Cuts Necessary if Additional Funds are Not Available
Proposed cuts in five essential areas:
•

Cuts to School-based staff - includes 20 positions that will result in larger class sizes and less
individual support for students

•

Cuts to Student Services - includes the elimination of staff who provide support for mental
health, behavior, and occupational therapy

•

Cuts to School, Teacher, and Family Support - reduces the ability to provide ongoing
training to teachers; limits family outreach and communications; reduces the ability to effectively
review program (including the math program review currently underway) and roll-out
curriculum and program improvements

•

Cuts to Strategic Investments -- includes elimination of efforts to improve school response to
behavior incidents, transportation for BHS students living in South Brookline, and continues
practice of having teachers pay for basic curriculum supplies out of their own pockets

•

Cuts to Technology and Supplies - Purchase of replacement hardware is delayed thus,
creating longer life cycles for student and employee computers
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Summary of Proposed Cuts
Cuts to School-based Staff

$ 819,878 including 20 FTEs

Cuts to Student Services

$ 465,777 including 5.6 FTEs

Cuts to School, Teacher, and Family Support

$ 441,405 including 3.0 FTEs

Cuts to Strategic Investments

$ 1,256,475 including 2.5 FTEs

Cuts to Technology and Supplies

$ 275,000

Additional Cuts

$ 298,616

Total - Proposed Cuts

$ 3,626,568 including 31.10 FTEs

36

Cuts to Achieve a Balanced Budget
Cuts to School-based Staff:

$819,878

Eliminate from the budget request
Positions eliminated

Impact:

20

●

Increases class size at high school and elementary schools

●

Reduces teachers in several schools, increasing ratios of students to
adults resulting in less individual attention for students

●

Reduces paraprofessional support in classrooms, limiting
paraprofessional supports available for general-education students

●

Reduces ability to provide professional development and to support
teachers in strengthening instruction in literacy and math by
eliminating three instructional coaching positions
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Cuts to Achieve a Balanced Budget
Cuts to Critical New Investments:
Eliminate from the budget request
Positions eliminated

Impact:

●
●
●
●
●
●
●

$ 1,256,475
2.5

Limits our ability to respond to conflict and disciplinary infractions through restorative
principles
Eliminates paraprofessionals needed to support teachers in classes that exceed class
size guidelines
Eliminates proposed transportation services for BHS students who live in South
Brookline and for student athletes.
Continues practice of not providing transportation to off-campus practice locations
Eliminates funding for increasing targeted support and interventions
Negatively affects ability to manage large capital projects
Eliminates new funding for basic supplies classrooms and continues practice of relying
on parents and PTOs funding basic supplies for our classrooms
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Cuts to Achieve a Balanced Budget
Cuts to Student Services:
Eliminate from the budget request
Positions eliminated

$ 465,777
5.6

Impact:
●

Reduces student support in the areas of nursing, behavior, mental health,
and occupational therapy

●

Reduces support for general education students and decreases
intervention for struggling students

●

Loss of programming to support fragile adolescents (6-8) upon reentry
from out of district evaluation and hospital settings.
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Cuts to Achieve a Balanced Budget
Cuts to School, Teacher, and Family Support:
Eliminate from the budget request
Positions eliminated

Impact:

$441,405
3.0

●

Reduces professional development for teachers limiting ability to improve
instruction and develop teachers year to year

●

Limits ability to coordinate curriculum, do program reviews, and effectively
roll-out curriculum or program changes; impacts the implementation of
math program review recommendations

●

Limits capacity to provide equitable opportunities and a guaranteed
curriculum for all students

●

Reduces ability of schools to support families with registration, outreach,
communications; increases response time to family requests

●

Reduces ability of school department to respond to growing requests for
student learning data that supports intervention, enrichment and student
achievement
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Cuts to Achieve a Balanced Budget
Cuts to Technology:
Eliminate from the budget request
Positions eliminated

Impact:

●

$275,000

Postpones $275,000 in technology purchases delaying replacement
hardware and creating longer life cycles for student and employee
computers. Students and teachers will be using technology that is
extended beyond its expected lifespan.

●

Supply accounts for classrooms, libraries, arts continue at FY 2017
levels

●

Eliminates vacant Digital Learning Specialist limiting
introduction, implementation and support for teachers on digital
learning tools
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Cuts to Achieve a Balanced Budget
Additional Cuts:

$298,616

Eliminate from the budget request
Positions eliminated

Impact:

0

●

Savings related to employees retirements, resignations, and
terminations

●

Reductions to the Benefit Reserve Account for new positions
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Proposed Budget Vote Motions:
1.

The School Committee votes the following budget of $114,922,149 for Fiscal
Year 2019.

2.

The School Committee approves the revenue request to Town Meeting of
$108,402,430 for fiscal year 2019.

3.

The School Committee requests $10,545,418 in additional revenue to fund
the FY 2019 – FY 2021 Operating Budget Projection.

4.

The School Committee approves the use of $2,894,081 in special revenue
fund revenues, as outlined for FY 2019.
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Steps and Timeline from here
February 15
(or possibly February 27)

●
●
●

Public Hearing on budget
School Committee votes on available revenue budget - February 15
School Committee votes on request for additional revenue - February 15

February 27

●
●

Select Board Public Hearing on Override Study Committee recommendations
School Committee presents on FY 2019 budget to Select Board

March 6 or March 13

●

Select Board votes on whether to include operating override on May 8 ballot

By March 15

●

School Committee finalizes and votes on reductions needed to balance the
available revenue/non-override budget
Select Board votes on whether to place operating override on May 8th ballot
(includes the amount of funding to be requested)

●

By March 30

●

Superintendent makes final recommendations on what will be included in
override budget based on the funding approved by Select Board for operating
override budget
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Appendix Proposed Budget
Using Standard Five Categories
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Projected Revenue
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School Budget - Historical Comparison: FY 2015 to FY 2019
FY 2015

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2019

FY 2018

Request

Personnel

$ 77,329,710

$ 84,464,778

$

89,459,092

$

94,296,072

$ 99,258,963

Services

$

8,377,347

$

9,500,643

$

10,155,678

$

10,511,974

$ 10,606,860

Supplies

$

2,247,409

$

2,325,338

$

2,224,870

$

2,052,027

$

2,949,312

Other

$

373,132

$

1,276,557

$

1,572,010

$

1,023,580

$

1,101,948

Capital

$

1,060,199

$

1,315,391

$

1,284,891

$

1,005,066

$

1,005,066

Total
(% increase)

$ 89,387,796
(4.27%)

$ 98,882,707
(10.10%)

$ 104,696,542
(5.88%)

$ 108,888,719
(4.00%)

$ 114,922,149
(5.54%)
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FY 2018 to FY 2019 - Change in Budget Request
Request

Change
(FY 18 to FY 19)

$ 99,258,963

$ 4,962,891

$

10,756,860

$

244,886

FY 2019

FY 2018
Personnel

$

94,296,072

Services

$

10,511,974

Supplies

$

2,052,027

$

2,999,312

$

947,285

Other

$

1,023,580

$

1,101,948

$

78,368

Capital

$

1,005,066

$

1,005,066

$

0

$ 115,122,149
(5.72%)

$

6,233,430

Total (% increase)

$ 108,888,719
(4.00%)
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Public Buildings Division - Allocations FY18-FY19
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FY 19 - FY 21 Total Budget Projection

The Public Schools of Brookline
Town Hall
333 Washington Street, 5th Floor
Brookline, Massachusetts 02445
617.730.2401
Andrew J. Bott
Superintendent

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Brookline School Committee
Andrew J. Bott
February 9, 2018
FY 2019 Budget Update

OVERVIEW:
The Fiscal Year 2019 budget is built to fully support the Public Schools of Brookline’s mission - to ensure that
every student develops the skills and knowledge to pursue a productive and fulfilling life, to participate thoughtfully
in a democracy, and succeed in a diverse and evolving global society.
Further, the FY 2019 budget rests on two foundational beliefs:
1. Brookline should expect nothing less than exceptional and equitable outcomes for all of our learners. We
must use our resources to ensure that we enable every student to succeed at high levels.
2. In an effective school system the central office supports principals as instructional leaders, so principals can
support educators, and educators can support students.
There is work to be done in Brookline to fulfill the promise of our mission and to achieve exceptional and equitable
outcomes for all of our students. Through our budget choices the school district continues to shift towards being
one that is organized to support high quality instruction at all levels, prioritizes the work that happens between
students and educators in our classrooms, and works together to build on our strengths and face our challenges
openly and honestly.
Our primary focus remains high quality teaching and learning for all students, and especially for students in groups
we know are disproportionately impacted by opportunity and outcome gaps - including race, income, special
education, and language status. This budget prioritizes the staffing, programs, and materials needed to ensure
principals, teachers, and all educators have the resources needed to meet each student’s individual needs.
The proposed FY 2019 budget is designed to continue the commitments to taxpayers made during the 2015
override. The 2015 override set our schools on a path towards greater stability, improved services, and better
support for all of our students. With the increased revenue made available by voters since 2015 the schools have
been able to hire more teachers to maintain smaller class sizes; improve critical student services by adding positions
such as literacy and math specialists, special education teachers, nurses, guidance counselors, psychologists and
English language teachers that had been neglected prior to 2015; and improve operations, budgeting, and family
outreach so the work of the district is more planful and transparent to the public.
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The FY 2019 budget request focuses on four primary areas all designed to maintain the increased staffing and
improved support services provided by taxpayers since 2015:
1. Maintaining current staffing levels and fulfilling our contractual obligations - As with all school systems, the
majority of PSB’s budget pays for teachers and other school-based personnel. 60% of the FY 19 budget
increase pays for the contractually obligated costs of maintaining our existing staff including cost of living
adjustments (2%) and step and lane advancements (3%). More staff are now experiencing step and lane
increases than before because we have newer staff and because of the new positions added since 2015.
2. Responding to our ongoing enrollment growth - Brookline’s historic enrollment growth that has been affecting
the K-8 elementary schools since 2005 is now impacting the high school. In the 10 years since 2007, student
enrollment overall has grown by 27%, with the K-8 school expanding by 34% or 1,618 students and
Brookline High School adding 13% more or 234 students. In the next five years, high school enrollment is
projected to accelerate and increase by an additional 20%, and the elementary schools are expected to add
another 400 students. To keep pace with this ongoing growth the FY 2019 budget requests increases in staff
and services. Increases in staff at the elementary schools will allow us to maintain classes within the School
Committee’s class size guidelines (22 students in grades K-2 and 25 in grades 3-8) while adding staff at
Brookline High School addresses classes in specific subject areas that are nearing 30 students. Further, with
more students comes an increase in service contracts for supporting students with special needs,
transportation, and financial assistance. The FY 2019 budget seeks to maintain such services at their current
levels for all students.
3. Making a limited number of strategic investments - While nearly 80% of new spending is directed at maintaining
existing instruction, service and programs, it is not enough to simply keep doing the same. A limited number
of new dollars are aimed directly at supporting the district’s goal of achieving equitable opportunities and
outcomes for all students. These investments will allow PSB to more effectively organize and execute our
work to address inequitable opportunities and outcomes, structural racism, and unintentional bias in our
schools; focus principal leadership on high quality instruction; proactively address an increasing number of
student behavioral incidents and make response and reintegration more coherent across all schools; and
reduce the over-reliance on teachers paying for basic curriculum supplies such as books out of their own
pockets.
4. Identifying cost savings - As a result of our ongoing review of the effectiveness of our budgeting, allocation
and instructional practices, PSB has identified savings to be gained through the consolidation and
reclassification of positions and the elimination of unnecessary or redundant services.
If we fail to continue these investments, the schools run the risk of falling short of the commitments made to the
residents of Brookline. Without additional revenue, it will become increasingly difficult to maintain current class
sizes, resulting in significant risk of class size increases in the upcoming years. Further, if we cannot sustain the gains
made since the 2015 override, we will lose ground with programs that provide necessary emotional, social, and
academic support to all students; and with growing uncertainty around annual budgeting, our schools will confront
new challenges in recruiting and retaining the best educators. Simply put, the overall quality of the school system
will be difficult to maintain without the resources requested in this budget as fewer people will be required to work
with more students and less support.
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Budget Summary
The overall budget request for Fiscal Year 2019 is $115,122,149, which represents a $6,233,430 increase over the
Public Schools of Brookline (PSB) FY18 budget of $108,888,719. The Town-School Partnership is currently
estimated to provide a revenue increase of $3,719,085 in FY19. This leaves a gap of $3,750,638* in FY19 (after
netting out $1,236,295* of School Revenue Offsets (please see Total Revenue Projections FY19 - FY21 section below
for a full description of School Revenue Offset accounting).
As described above, the FY 2019 budget request is focused on four areas:
1. Maintaining current staffing levels and fulfilling our contractual obligations: $3,717,074
2. Responding to our ongoing enrollment growth: 1,787,507
 $1,256,121 is for additional staff needed to maintain class sizes and appropriate ratios for guidance,
nursing, English Learner (EL) instruction, and administration. This includes 15.0 FTEs broken
down as follows:
i.
3.0 FTEs for K-8 enrollment growth
ii.
7.0 FTEs for BHS to maintain class sizes, given that our enrollment growth has now
reached the high school
iii.
3.0 FTEs for guidance (K-8), nursing, and English language instruction
iv.
2.0 FTEs for administrative positions, including a second vice principal at Lawrence and an
additional administrator for BHS
 $531,386 for supplies and services
3. Making a limited number of strategic investments: $1,591,718
4. Identifying cost savings: $(862,869)
The sections that follow include detailed information with respect to the FY19-21 budget projection. They also
include information regarding cuts that will need to be made to achieve a balanced budget in FY19 if additional
funds do not become available.
TOTAL BUDGET PROJECTION FY19-21:
The proposed additions and changes in each these areas including staff, services, and materials increases are shown
below.
FY 2019 Budget Requests

FY 19
Proposed Increase

1. Maintain Current Staffing - paying for contractually obligated salary increases
for existing staff (steps, lanes, and COLA)
● Cost of Living (COLA), Steps, and Lanes increase represent a 5.26%
increase over FY 18 Personnel Line Item
● Reflects the cost of existing Collective Bargaining Agreements and
assumptions including 2 % for COLA and 3% for Steps and Lanes

$ 3,717,074

2. Respond to Ongoing Enrollment Growth - additions needed to maintain
services and support for all students as historic enrollment growth now begins to

$ 1,787,507
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affect all grades throughout the system, in particular at Brookline High School.
Increase School-based Staff
$ 1,256,121
To maintain class size and continue existing levels of student support (guidance,
nursing, English language learning)
● Add 10.0 FTE teachers to maintain overall K-8 average class size at 21
students and to address class sizes at Brookline High School that are
nearing 30 students
○ FY19: High School Teachers to be distributed based on course
registration (7.0 FTE)
○ FY19: Elementary Classroom and Specialists to be distributed
based on enrollment (3.0 FTE)
Five-Year Projection - Teachers Needed to Address Enrollment
Increases and Maintain Class Size Average

High
School
Elementary

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

3-Year

FY 2022

FY 2023

5-Year

Request

Projected

Projected

Projection

Projected

Projected

Projection

7

7

11

25

13

3

41

3
10

3
10

4
15

10
35

4
17

2
5

16
57

● Nurse, Guidance, EL/Other (3 Unit A per each year – average of $68k +
COLA) - Sustains ratios agreed upon in the 2015 override
○ 1.0 FTE Nurse - FY 19 District-wide
○ 1.0 FTE Guidance - FY 19 K-8
○ 1.0 FTE English Learner/Other - FY19 K-8
Five-Year Projection - Nurses, Guidance and EL Teachers needed
to Maintain Student Ratios agreed upon during 2015 Override

Nurse
Guidance
ELL/Other

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

3-Year

Request

Projected

Projected

Projection

FY 2022 FY 2023
Projected

Projected

Projection

5-Year

1
1
1
3

1
1
1
3

1
1
1
3

3
3
3
9

1
1
1
3

1
1
1
3

5
5
5
9

● Maintain School Administrator Ratio of 250:1 (Lawrence, BHS)
○ Vice Principal for Lawrence School to maintain ratios equivalent to
other elementary schools
○ Associate Headmaster at BHS to address the growing enrollment
● Over Max Aides: Paraprofessionals to provide classroom assistance to
Grade 1-8 classrooms over the class size guidelines (grades K-2 = 22; and
grades 3-8 = 25). Positions to be added as needed based on the official
October 1, 2018 enrollment. Funding for these positions will be
transferred from the supplies budget.
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● Secretarial and Custodial support to address growing enrollment at BHS
● Funding Benefit Reserve for all new FTEs not in existence from the prior
year. Adds $11,165 per new/proposed FTE x 50% and assumes only 50%
of these staff will take benefits)
New Policies and Service Contracts $ 531,386
Cost of existing student support contracts for new students and implementation
of new Financial Assistance Policy
● Transportation
○ In-district special education contract increases due to rate increase
and growing ridership
○ Contract increase for current yellow bus transportation for regular
education students
○ Financial Assistance Policy funding provides financial assistance for
student fees to a growing number of families who qualify
● Program Review Materials (Supplies and Materials Adoptions for Math and
subsequent subjects) Review begins FY19, Adoption FY20
● 504 Services and Supports for non-special education students
3. New Strategic Investments - A limited number of new investments to
support the district goal of creating equitable opportunities and outcomes for all
students. Includes investments in equity, student support, supplies, transportation,
and the Public Buildings Division
● Professional Development , Equity, and embedded PD for all employees –
○ 1 additional PD Day per year @ average per diem beginning in
FY20
○ 1.0 FTE Director/Coordinator
○ 1.0 FTE Administrative Assistant (BESA)
● Restorative Practices (2.0 FTE); two educator-facing FTEs to lead
Professional Development supporting use of restorative practices district
wide; additional responsibilities to include support for student intervention,
bullying prevention and investigations, and use of appropriate disciplinary
consequences
● Anti-Defamation League peer training for Middle School students
● High School Transportation
○ BHS Transportation: Launch fee-based busing for growing
number of BHS students living in South Brookline by
supplementing family fees
○ Athletic Transportation: provide transportation to practice
locations beyond high school campus (practices - $300/day 145
days)
● Response to intervention programs and planning for school teams
● Supplies and Materials - First steps in eliminating funding of basic
textbooks, software, supplies, materials by teachers, parents, and PTOs
($125 average per student; range is K=$50 to Gr 9-12 = $135)
● Base Expense Budget Increase 2.5% CPI for contracts, supplies, and
materials (FY 20 and FY21)

$ 1,591,718
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● New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) - BHS
Accreditation – cost of supplies and accreditation process
● Pending Contract Negotiations: Paraprofessionals Annual Living Wage
Proposal - approximate cost up to $1600 per paraprofessional

Public Buildings Division – School-related Requests

$200,000

This request addresses the additional 45,000 square feet being added to the
overall facility inventory of Town and School Buildings that need to
maintained with the completion of the Devotion project. This increase also
includes projected expenses for an expanded Brookline High School. These
funds were not included in the 2015 operating override. In addition, the school
department is working with the Public Buildings Division to identify ongoing
maintenance or utility costs related specifically to the use/rental of school
buildings that could be charged to the rental of facilities account instead of to
the operating budget. Charging off expenditures related to renting our facilities
would require an increase in the rental fees to our users, which is a policy
decision.

4. Cost Reductions - Staffing consolidations and contracted services
● Reclassification and reduction of positions
o Reclassification of Finance Office position
o Elimination of position at 2.0 PK-8 FTEs
o Consolidation of OSA and BEEP registration
● Reduction of Special Education Tuition account due to students aging out
(age 22), graduating, and students returning to in district programs
● Net Transfer of Building Expenses to Rental of Facilities Revolving Fund
● Benefits reserve account set to $0

$ (862,869)

Total Requested Increase

$

6,233,430
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Budget Projections and Budget Assumptions (FY 2019 - FY 2021)
The following assumptions are embedded in the FY 2019 budget request (except where otherwise noted):
1. Each Fiscal Year in the 3-year budget projection maintains an average class size of 21 students per K-8
classroom.
2. Assumes that physical space is available for expansion of sections needed at all levels. If physical space is
not available, funds will be held in reserve to be used when physical space is available
3. Assumes 4.0 unallocated FTEs for special education are restored to the base budget as a reserve against
needs that historically arise throughout the year. Each FTE is assumed to cost an average of $68k + $12K
benefits + 2% COLA + 3% steps and lanes increases.
4. Other assumed student to staff ratios:
○ Department of Public Health School Nurse Ratio 500:1, plus consideration for students with high
medical needs (“medically involved”);
○ American School Counselor Association 250:1;
○ EL/Other Subgroup 100:1
Budget Obligations and Assumptions for FY20-FY21 Projections:
● Maintain additions from FY 2019 budget request listed below
● Continue contractual obligations through FY19 and assumptions for renegotiation for personnel and
collective bargaining agreements
● Add FTEs due to continued K-8 and BHS enrollment growth
● Increase $300,000/year for contract increases negotiated with DESE for our out-of-district special
education tuitions
● The Math Program Review will require an update of curriculum supplies and materials Maintain district
professional development program at current funding, plus an additional work day beginning for teachers in
FY20
● High School NEASC (New England Association of Schools and Colleges) assessment (one-time funds)
Applying these assumptions through FY 2021 results in the following three-year budget projections.
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TOTAL REVENUE PROJECTION FY 2019 - FY 2021
The Town/School Partnership meeting was held on February 8, 2018. The PSB anticipates receiving revenues as
outlined below; additional updates will be provided to the School Committee at upcoming meetings.
The change in revenue from prior budget updates this winter reflects the positive impact of the Governor’s FY19
Budget and allocation to Chapter 70, the impact of the recent GIC Board vote, and other identified funds by the
Town Administrator’s Office. Please note that this number could change further as the Legislature and the GIC
Board deliberate and finalize their budgets for FY19.
Each year the PSB’s School Revenue Offsets line supplements the annual appropriation from Town Meeting with
external revenue sources (labeled “School Revenue Offsets”). In the past, these additional revenues have included
Materials Fee Tuition, Rental of Facilities, Circuit Breaker, overhead charged to grants and revolving funds, and
other revenue. The changes from the FY18 to FY19 School Revenue Offset line result from three material factors.
First, the State Legislature reduced the Circuit Breaker reimbursement from the mandatory 75% to 65%. (The
Circuit Breaker offset is set back to the prior year claim amount.) Second, as of FY18, all of the $1,000,000 in
reserve available in the Circuit Breaker account as of the close of FY15 was used to help balance the FY17 and
FY18 budgets. Third, beginning in FY19, there will be a change in accounting practices with respect to the Rental of
Facilities item; going forward it will be treated in a revolving fund. So in the FY19 budget, both the rental of
facilities revenue and the corresponding expenditures incurred because we rent our buildings have both been
removed from the operating budget and charged directly to the revolving fund.

PROJECTED NEED FOR ADDITIONAL REVENUE
The PSB’s projected budget need for FY 19-FY 21 will require a revenue increase of $10,545,418 as shown in the
chart below. This three-year deficit is due to the Town’s revenue growth not keeping up with PSB’s collective
bargaining agreements and contracts for personnel and the additional personnel costs and services required to keep
up with enrollment growth so we can stay within class size guidance; staff to student ratios in the areas of guidance,
nursing, English language learners, and building leadership; and provide appropriate services and materials for
students.
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Request for New Revenue

REDUCTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION IF ADDITIONAL REVENUE IS NOT AVAILABLE
The net revenue increase of $2,482,792 is the smallest increase in revenue since FY 2011. If additional funds do not
become available, the PSB needs to make cuts to submit a balanced budget. The following reductions represent
$3,557,150, and 31.1 FTEs, of the necessary reduction of $3,750,638. This leaves approximately $193,488 in
additional reductions that are yet to be identified. These additional cuts will result in a reduction of additional FTEs
in teachers, paraprofessionals, BESA, custodians, and/or unaligned.
Reductions to School-based Staff:
Eliminate from the budget request
$819,878
Positions eliminated
20
Impact:
● Reduces ability to provide professional development and to support teachers in strengthening
instruction in literacy and math by eliminating three instructional coaching positions
● Reduces paraprofessional support in classrooms, limiting paraprofessional supports available for
general-education students; increases ratios of adults to students, resulting in less individual attention
for students
● Reduces teachers in several schools, increasing ratios of students to adults resulting in less individual
attention for students
Reductions to Critical New Investments:
Eliminate from the budget request
$1,256,475
Positions eliminated
2.5
Impact:
o Limits our ability to respond to conflict and disciplinary infractions through restorative principles
o Eliminates proposed transportation services for BHS students who live in South Brookline and for
student athletes; does not address the challenges for South Brookline residents who travel to/from
BHS; continues the practice of not providing transportation to off-campus practice locations
o Eliminates funding for increasing targeted support and interventions
9

o Negatively affects ability to maintain school buildings by reducing public facilities from $200,000 to
$75,000
o Eliminates new funding for supplies for every classroom and continues practice of relying on
parents and PTOs funding basic supplies and materials for our classrooms
Reductions to Student Services:
Eliminate from the budget request
$465,777
Positions eliminated
5.6
Impact:
● Reduction of 1.0 FTE Occupational Therapy staffing; limiting opportunities for student support and
intervention
● Reduction of 1.0 FTE Psychologist staffing; Psychologist caseloads increase
● Reduction of 1.0 FTE BCBA (Board Certified Behavioral Analyst) staffing; review and realignment
of BCBA caseloads to focus more exclusively on students with IEPs resulting in less BCBA support
for general education students; decreases intervention support
● Administrative workload increases for current administrative support staff (BESA) staff in OSS;
delayed response time in responding to families
● 2.0 FTE reduction of START (Students Together Achieving Resiliency Today) classroom; loss of
programming to support fragile adolescents (grade 6-8) to provide stabilization upon reentry from
out-of-district evaluation and hospital settings
Reductions to School, Teacher, and Family Support:
Eliminate from the budget request
$441,405
Positions eliminated
3.0
Impact:
● Reduces professional development release time for teachers, decreasing the amount of job
embedded professional development
● Limits ability to coordinate curriculum, conduct program reviews, and effectively roll-out curriculum
or program changes; impacts the implementation of math program review recommendations and
recommendation of future program reviews
● Limits capacity to provide equitable opportunities and a guaranteed curriculum for all students
● Limits district outreach and communication to families
● Reduces ability of schools to support families with registration, outreach, communications and
access to student records, delayed response time to families
● Reduces ability of school department to respond to growing requests for student learning data that
supports intervention, enrichment and student achievement
Reductions to Technology and Supplies:
Eliminate from the budget request
$275,000
Positions eliminated
0.0
Impact:
● Postpones $275,000 in technology purchases (pre-purchased); this practice raises the potential for
falling behind on the additions and replacements necessary to maintain the current ratio
● Eliminates vacant Digital Learning Specialist position; impacts support for/response time to schools
with use of Google Classroom, Canvas, and other digital learning tools
● Maintains reduction in supplies introduced in FY2018 ($151,000)
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Additional Reductions:
Eliminate from the budget request
$298,616*
Positions eliminated
0.0
Impact:
● Increases assumption related to savings PSB will realize due to staff turnover and transition; due to
the larger proportion of new staff there is a risk that such savings may not be realized
● Reduction to Benefit reserve Account for new positions
Restoration for Consideration as Funds Become Available
Through the course of continued, responsible budget management, the following positions will be considered for
restoration should available funds be identified:
● 3.0 FTE in Student Services
○ Restoration of student services positions which provide response to intervention support to
general-education students in grades K-8
● 2.0 FTE in School Based Staff
○ Restoration of 2.0 FTE reduction in school-based staff reductions. Positions would be
restored in K-8 schools
● 1.0 FTE in Reductions to School, Teacher, and Family Support
○ Restoration of Senior Director of Teaching and Learning K-8
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Override Study Committee
Report
Co-Chairs Overview to the Advisory Committee
February 22, 2018

Committee Structure &
Process
O Appointed on October 3, 2017
O A total of eight voting members plus three non-voting
members (Select Board & School Committee
Members) served on the committee
O 3 resignations between November and January

O Committee was charged with determining the need
for an operating override
O Committee was told to build on work completed by
previous committees
O Most notably the work of the 2014 Override Study
Committee

Topics of Conversation (Partial
List)
O Sources of Town and School Revenues
O Enrollment

O Enrollment Growth
O Enrollment Projections

O Special Education Costs
O Personnel Costs
O Compensation
O Benefits
O Capacity to Pay
O Alternatives to a Operating Override

O Efficiencies
O Non-Tax Revenue

O Specific Items For Which Funding Was Requested Via an
Operating Override

Budget Context
O Schools have requested a year-over-year budget
increase of $6.23 million in FY19.
OGap between request and available resources of
$3.75 million
OShortfalls are projected to continue through FY21

O Town is able to present a balanced budget in
FY19

OThere are unfunded requests for funding in FY19
ODeficits are projected in the FY20 and FY21 budgets,
but the mismatch between revenues and
expenditures can be managed without an override

Requests Made of OSC:
Schools
OCategories of Requests
OMaintenance of Effort - Contractual & Legal
Obligations
OEnrollment Driven - Addition of FTEs, and
Service Expansion
OCritical New Investments - Programs and FTEs
to Maintain Quality of Education

Requests Made of OSC:
Town
O Requests For...

OOne-time dollars
OOngoing budget expansions

O Requests for Programmatic and Capital
Items
O Requests Made Across Town Departments
OVariety of populations served

Need for Override
O Need for operating override by the Schools is being
driven by:
O Enrollment growth
O Declining state aid (Ch. 70 and Circuit Breaker)
O Increasing personnel costs
O Long-term mismatch between expenses and revenues

O Need for an operating override by the Town is being
driven by:
O Lack of availability of new financial resources
O Increasing demand for services
O Need for strategic investment

Recommendations
O The OSC Recommends a 3-year Tiered Question

Construction
Pyramid Level

SUM FY19

SUM FY20

SUM FY21

SUM Total

Base

$2,986,265

$3,175,296

$2,864,437

$9,025,998

Top

$2,098,541

$440,469

$142,188

$2,681,199

Grand Total

$5,084,806

$3,615,765

$3,006,624

$11,707,196

O Five recommendations for efficiencies
O Six non-tax revenue raising measures
recommended

Base Question

Top Question

Impact of Recommendations
O Bottom Question

O 4.27% tax increase*

O Single Family w/Residential Exemption - $492
O Condo w/Residential Exemption - $199

O Top Question

O 1.27% tax increase*

O Single Family w/Residential Exemption - $146
O Condo w/Residential Exemption - $59

O Combined

O 5.54% tax increase*

O Single Family w/Residential Exemption - $639
O Condo w/Residential Exemption - $258

* When fully phased in in FY21

A Note on Class Size
K-8
Despite the 35% growth in K-8 enrollment between 2004 and 2014, the 2014 Override Study Committee found
that while average class size had increased from 19.87 to 21.14, for the most part, class size had not exceeded
PSB policy limits of 22-24 in grades K-3 and a maximum of 25 in grades 8-12. With continuing enrollment
growth bumping up against the fiscal constraints of Proposition 2 1/2, and the delay in constructing a ninth
school, I would expect to see more classes approaching at least the bottom of the range for K-3 classes. The
opposite seems to be true. Roughly 70% of all K-8 classes have 21 students or less; just over 50% have 20
students or less. The number of classes with 21 or fewer students has been growing since 2015 when 685
kindergarteners were enrolled (see chart below). Rather than 21 students being the average class size, it seems
to be more of an upper limit.
The section by section breakdown in class size for each incoming kindergarten class is not included in the
report. However, one can use the data in Figure 4 (page 12) to approximate the configuration in preceding
years by assuming that the number of students in kindergarten classes doesn’t change as children move to the
next grade level. In 2015, (using the current third grade as a proxy), one class had 25 students; nine had 22
students; thirteen had 21 students or less. In FY 16 (using the current 2nd grade as a proxy), 19 classes had
21 or fewer students; 11 had fewer than 21. In FY 17 (using the current first grade as a proxy), 27 classes had 21
or fewer students; 23 had fewer than 21 (see charts below). Classes of 21 or less can be found at all grades and
across all eight schools. Runkle is the only school where the majority of classes have more than 21 students.
According to the 2014 OSC report, “Class size and efficiencies related to school assignment are two of the most
significant cost drivers (page 55).” A small increase in class size can reduce the demand for classroom sections,
reducing the need for personnel and other operating costs, and affecting the need to build a ninth school.
Further analysis is warranted before an override recommendation is presented to the voters. This should
include consideration of increasing the average class size to 22 as one tool available to the School Committee
for managing enrollment growth. What have school peer communities done in this area, especially those that
are also experiencing a surge in student populations? What is the anticipated impact of Devotion coming on
line, given that 100% of its classes have 20 students or fewer? Will this alleviate the use of suboptimal
classroom spaces? What is the impact of accepting a growing number of Materials Fee students (38 in 2018 vs.
15 in 2017) ? Is this what pushed kindergarten enrollment “back over 600” ?

Summary by Grade

Enrollment
# of Sections
Average Class Size
Within K-3 Policy (Max. of 22-24)
Within 4-8 Policy (Max. of 25)
Sections > Policy Limits
Sections <22
% of sections <22
Sections < than 21
% of sections< 21

K
611
30
20.37
30

1
571
30
19.03
30

2
631
30
21.03
30

3
689
32
21.53
31

0
21
70.00%
15
50.00%

0
27
90.00%
23
76.67%

0
19
63.33%
11
36.67%

1
13
40.63%
9
28.13%

4
621
30
20.70

5
660
31
21.29

6
585
29
20.17

7
553
27
20.48

8
569
29
19.62

27
3
22
73.33%
15
50.00%

31
0
18
58.06%
12
38.71%

29
0
22
75.86%
20
68.97%

27
0
21
77.78%
15
55.56%

29
0
25
86.21%
20
68.97%

Totals
5490
268
20.49
121
143
4
188
70.15%
140
52.24%

Summary by School

Enrollment
# of Sections
Average Class Size
Within K-3 Policy (Max. of 22-24)
Within 4-8 Policy (Max. of 25)
Sections Over Policy Limit
Sections < 22
% of sections<22
Sections < than 21
% of sections< 21

Baker
761
39
19.51
17
22
0
31
79.49%
29
74.36%

Devotion
803
43
18.67
20
23
0
43
100.00%
43
100.00%

Driscoll
614
28
21.93
13
15
0
15
53.57%
9
32.14%

Heath
534
27
19.78
11
15
1
19
70.37%
15
55.56%

Lawrence
723
35
20.66
16
19
0
26
74.29%
16
45.71%

Lincoln
578
28
20.64
12
16
0
22
78.57%
12
42.86%

Pierce
865
41
21.10
20
21
0
22
53.66%
13
31.71%

Runkle
612
27
22.67
12
12
3
10
37.04%
3
11.11%

Total
5490
268
20.49
121
143
4
188
70.15%
140
52.24%

High School
Despite being “convinced that the high school renovation and expansion project is necessary” (p. 6), the 2017
OSC report provides no supporting data except to say that enrollment is now at 95% of its utilization capacity.
There is no information on the current status of class size or analysis of how growing enrollment at the high
school has impacted costs there. A chart showing enrollment growth by grade would be helpful in showing the
impact as an increasing number of students move through the upper levels. A comparison between current
eighth and ninth grade enrollments would be a better predictor of future high school needs than the
kindergarten-twelfth grade comparison in Figure 1 (p. 8).
How closely do current and projected enrollment match the target levels of 18-20 students in standard classes,
25 students in honors classes and 24 in science classes (page 10)? Or the ratio of 14.2 students per FTE teacher
cited on page 3 of the 2014 OSC School Programs Task Force Report? How do these targets compare with
school peers? Are the 35 FTE classroom staff included in the base PSB request for high school staff? If so, how
would they affect classroom size for regular, honors and science classes? Can the number of K-8 sections be
reduced by increasing average class size to 22, thereby freeing up funds for additional staff at the high school?
Conclusion
The 2014 OSC concluded that the need for additional funding was driven by enrollment growth and not due to
“increased health costs or wage increases, or due to unsustainable growth in special education costs” as was the
case with many other school districts (2014 OSC report, page 41). It proposed an operating override of $5
million to $7.9 million based on projected kindergarten enrollments of 630 per year. The Select Board
proposed and the voters approved a $7.67 million override, and despite the huge 2015 kindergarten class,
kindergarten enrollment over the past four years has averaged 627.
With incoming enrollment potentially stabilized, PSB has proposed an override of $8.9 million to $10.4
million, of which $2.3 million is for salary increases which exceed the guidelines suggested by both the 2008
and 2014 OSCs. No analysis has been provided regarding the continuing enrollment pressure at the high
school, or how the new positions requested will address that need. It does not appear that the OSC
recommendations for “modest increases to average class size” within PSB maximum class size guidelines and
“careful monitoring and management of the size of the Material Fee program” (2014 OSC report, page 41) have
been pursued.
Responsible fiscal management requires Town leadership to exhaust every alternative before asking the voters
for a tax increase. With so many unanswered questions, it would seem premature to place an override on the
ballot in May.

Potential Town Expenditures Conditional on Override Funding
DEPARTMENT
Building
COA
Fire
Fire
DICR
Library
Library
Planning
Planning
DPW
DPW
DPW
Recreation
Town Clerk

PROGRAM
Repair and Maintenance of Town Buildings
Geriatric Social Work
Public School Inspection/Code Enforcement
Fire Suppression
Diversity and Inclusion Training
Brookline Village Children's Room
Facilities
Energy/Sustainability
Preservation
Snow and Ice Removal
Capital Equipment Replacement
Landscape Design
Aquatics
Archival

TOTAL

FTE's

1.00
1.00

COST
200,000
37,179
91,852
156,720
20,000
62,429
91,342
77,110
77,110
250,000
300,000
17,119
58,049
63,459

9.50

1,502,369

0.50
1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1/29/2018 4:36 PM

COMMENTS
Multiple budget accounts
Supports senior tax relief programs
Restores prior reductions
Available for multiple departments

One time expense for equipment upgrades. Future year funding dependent upon priorities
Increase to current $700,000 equipment budget
Will accommodate expanded pool hours
As recommended in the Strategic Asset Plan

* Cost of personnel benefits included where applicable

FY19-21 OSC Town Requests MAKEdits
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THE INCREMENTAL COST OF NONRESIDENT STUDENT PROGRAMS:
CORRECTING THE OVERRIDE STUDY COMMITTEE’S ERRORS AND OMISSIONS
Lee L. Selwyn
15-Feb-2018

Summary
The 2018 OSC report (at p. 21) provides a calculation that is characterized as the FY18
incremental cost of METCO and of the Materials Fee programs. However, there are a number of serious
errors, mismatches and outright omissions in the OSC's analysis that result in a grossly understated
estimate of the actual incremental cost of maintaining these programs that will confront the Town if
existing METCO/Materials Fee enrollment policies are not revised. As discussed below, after correcting
the current OSC’s errors and omissions, a reasonable estimate of the incremental cost of maintaining
the METCO and Materials Fee programs at their existing enrollment levels works out to about $19million annually in 2018 dollars, before accounting for future inflation.
The OSC’s Errors
First, the OSC started with a base annual incremental cost of $15,000, which they attribute to
the 2014-15 OSC. This is the number that was adopted by the 2014-15 OSC based upon my study.
However, my study was based on FY14 costs. My study put the average systemwide per-student
incremental cost for FY14 at $15,748. However, the Committee voted to round that figure down to
$15,000 as a compromise of some sort, but without any specific basis for the adjustment. The current
OSC made no attempt to scale up that $15,000 FY14 figure to the FY18 level (which would bring it to
about $20K). Still using FY14 cost levels, the current OSC analysis then proceeded to subtract certain
direct FY18 METCO revenue sources as "offsets" to the average FY14 incremental cost.
The METCO-specific revenues ($2,990 per student) that the current OSC had subtracted are
provided to the Town in order to offset certain METCO-specific costs, such as transportation and
dedicated METCO staff. In my 2015 study, I had used a per-student METCO revenue offset of $1,737
instead of the $2,990 because my calculations were all net of METCO transportation costs, and the
lower revenue offset figure had already excluded the associated METCO transportation revenue
reimbursement. Applying a revenue offset that includes transportation reimbursements to costs that do
not include any corresponding transportation costs results in a mismatch, and overstates the actual
METCO revenue offset. I did make separate calculations of METCO and Materials Fee costs to account
for differences in the extent to which METCO and Materials Fee students were receiving Special
Education services in FY14 (26.6% and 23.03%, respectively) vs. the 13.62% for resident students and
14.41% systemwide. The systemwide figure was used in calculating the systemwide average
incremental cost of $15,748. If we were to allocate SPED costs based upon usage by residents vs.
METCO/Materials Fee students rather than apply those costs ratably across all students, the
METCO/Materials Fee SPED costs would be higher on a per-METCO/Materials Fee student basis. Also, if
I recall correctly, I had not assigned any METCO-specific staff costs to METCO; these were applied
ratably to the systemwide average. For this reason, the non-transportation portion of METCO-specific

revenues should have been spread across the entire system, not just against METCO-specific costs,
because those costs had been included in the systemwide average incremental cost of $15,748.
In my study, I calculated an average incremental cost per METCO student at $17,276 before
applying the $1,737 METCO-specific revenue offset. Similarly, I calculated an average incremental cost
per Materials Fee student at $16,512 before applying the FY14 $2,450 Materials Fee revenue offset. The
larger nonresident per-student costs were the result of allocating SPED costs to these programs based
upon the relative use of SPED services by these students. After offsetting the two nonresident program
costs by their associated revenue offsets, I calculated a net FY14 incremental cost per METCO student at
$15,540 and for Materials Fee students at $14,022. Again, neither my $15,748 systemwide average
incremental cost nor my $15,540 net METCO-specific incremental cost had included any METCO
transportation costs, and so the $1,737 METCO revenue offset had already been reduced to eliminate
the transportation reimbursement.
What the current OSC has done is to use the $15,000 rounded-down systemwide average perstudent incremental cost as adopted by the OSC based upon FY14 costs and then subtract from that the
FY18 METCO- and Materials Fee-specific revenue offsets, including revenues that are being used to pay
for METCO transportation that were not included in the base 2014-15 OSC figures, rounded or
otherwise. Using these multiple mismatches, the current OSC calculates a METCO incremental cost per
student at $9,967 and for Materials Fee at $12,112.
To summarize:









The current OSC failed to scale up the FY14 costs that were the basis for the 2014-15 figure of
$15,000 to FY18 levels. Also, if the OSC was going to base its current calculation of the FY14
costs from my study, it should have used the $15,748 figure rather than the arbitrarily-roundeddown $15,000 amount.
The current OSC applied FY18 revenue offsets against FY14 costs.
The current OSC applied METCO revenue offsets against systemwide average incremental costs
rather than against METCO-specific costs for which those revenues were intended.
Similarly, the current OSC applied Materials Fee revenue offsets against systemwide average
incremental costs rather than against Materials Fee-specific costs for which those revenues
were intended.
The current OSC applied METCO-specific revenues that included transportation-related amounts
against costs that were already net of METCO transportation costs.
The current OSC entirely ignored the capacity-driven incremental costs of constructing a 9th K8
school and BHS expansion that are required to accommodate the growing resident student
enrollment plus maintaining the 500 nonresident student population.

On this last point, in order to translate the initial capital outlay into an annual budgetary cost figure, the
2014-15 OSC had recommended the use of a level payment amortization (similar to a conventional
residential mortgage) based on a 25-year term and a 5% interest rate. At the February 13 AC meeting,
Melissa Goff confirmed that this is the method that the Town is using for the current debt exclusion
calculations. So, as an example, if we assume that the per classroom capital cost is $5M, we can
calculate the annual debt service (principal + interest) cost per classroom at approximately $355,000.
Assuming 20 students per classroom, this works out to an incremental annual capital-related debt

service cost of just under $18,000 per student. Combining the assumed FY18 incremental operating cost
of $20,000 per student with the annual incremental debt service cost of $18,000 per student, the
correct calculation of the FY18 incremental cost per student would be around $38,000 rather than the
$9,967 or $12,122 that the OSC has come up with. The OSC's figures are thus low by a factor of 3 or 4!
Finally, if we apply this $38,000 combined incremental operating + capacity (debt service) perstudent cost to the 500 nonresident students that the School Department is committed to maintaining
at that same level, the incremental/avoidable cost to the Town associated with these two programs is
approximately $19-million per year. Whatever one’s position may be as to the importance of
maintaining one or both of these nonresident student programs at their existing enrollment levels,
Brookline taxpayers are entitled to understand that continued support for this policy will confront the
Town with an incremental cost of roughly $19-million annually, costs that could be avoided entirely if
neither of these programs were to continue.

OSC Questions

1. Space Needs/Costs
a. Did the OSC review school calculations/rationale for stated number of required new
classrooms? Where is that analysis?
b. Did the OSC conduct any sort of investigation or sensitivity work around the stated
requirements? If so, where is the analysis?
i. Impact of variations in class size that still conform to PSB policies?
1. What is the class size used in calculations? Is it 21? What has happened
to the policies of the PSB that state 20‐22 for k‐3 and 22‐25 for 4‐8?
2. From the 2014 report: Fact Base The “Brookline School Committee’s

Budget Directives” as stated in the Superintendent’s Preliminary
FY 2011 Budget Message, at p. 321, are: “Ensure that current use
of space and changes or plans for new or renovated facilities

3.
4.

5.

6.

anticipate future (i.e., multi‐year) PreK‐12 space needs and support, whenever
possible, historical class size limits of 22‐24 in grades K‐3 and no more than 25
in grades 4‐12.”
Carol Kamin, the 2014 early childhood expert -- spoke of 20-22 K-3 and
23-25 in 4-12
Average K-8 class size of 21.14 from the 2014 report has actually
dropped to 20.48 or 20.45 depending on whether you take the total
enrollment number from p. 10 or p. 12 (fig 3 and 4 have different totals).
a. Doesn’t that also drive demand for space?
2K, 8 2nd grade and 3 4th grade classrooms exceed Ms. Kamin’s
conservative guidelines (6 by one student and 2 by 2 students in K-3; 3
by one student in 4th grade). By stated guidelines, only the 3 4th grade
classes are over. Otherwise, 63% of classes are below Kamin’s
guideline and 99.5% fit the stated policy.
a. Where there are classrooms exceeding guidelines, how are
those populations impacted by non-resident students,
b. Siblings of previously enrolled students
c. From buffer zones?
d. Where all of the children enrolled at the same school when they
entered the system?
What are comparisons in class size to peers in terms of actual count and
guidelines?

7. What did the OSC obtain as justification for any change in what had
been a very long‐standing policy that was also informed by research?
How is this not possibly considered an example of ‘moving the
goalposts’? Doesn’t it suggest that the taxpayers might want some sort
of unbiased and independent information?
ii. Timing of placement for non‐residents to ensure ‘space is available’
iii. Independent review of demand calculations from future development? Timing
of development?
c. Did the OSC examine or investigate:

i. The PSB has stated that district wide programs are investments designed to
lower the cost, or at least reduce the growth of cost of mandated services. Did
the OSC ask for information or data to understand if those assertions are
accurate?
1. Cost of outsourcing vs. cost of in‐house
a. Outsourcing is easy to calculate
b. In‐house comparison needs to include
i. Personnel costs (current and future) including items
carried on the Town side of the budget – i.e., health
insurance, pensions, building maintenance, etc.
ii. Equipment
iii. Space (classrooms taken out of service, requiring new
construction)
iv. Renovation costs to create appropriate space including
associated debt service and amortization
c. Should be done for every district‐wide program
2. If any pre‐school programs are being moved back into town owned
space
a. Cost of building classrooms (including all ongoing items,
including debt service and amortization, and maintenance) vs.
renting
b. Particularly for South Brookline, parental concerns about
transporting pre‐school kids now at BEEP at Temple Emeth to
locations north of Route 9
c. Analysis of tuition rates that can be charged
i. Do they vary by scenario?
d. Soule as space for school use vs. recreation use
i. Tuition
3. Other programs that could be examined with a cost/benefit or cost/use
analysis.
a. Purpose is to at least understand the impacts and provide data
that all decision makers can use to fully evaluate investments
that are made.
d. Elementary world language
i. Did OSC review the stated claims of efficacy relative to cost/use
1. Need to bring in population analysis
a. Number of kids in K that stay in Brookline and that maintain
their school‐based language through 9th grade if 9th grade
achievement is the measurement
b. Understand impact of churn, moving schools, changing focus
c. Does the program do what the original sponsors sold the to the
voters or are they getting something different than intended?
d. The report mentions results. What was presented to the OSC?
Where is the data?

e. Financial impact of non‐resident students
i. All other numbers were updated to today, why weren’t these?
1. As printed, the data is factually inaccurate
a. The current OSC failed to scale up the FY14 costs that were the
basis for the 2014‐15 figure of $15,000 (an arbitrarily rounded
down number from the calculated $15,748) to FY18 levels.
b. The current OSC applied FY18 revenue offsets against FY14
costs.
c. The current OSC applied METCO revenue offsets against
systemwide average incremental costs rather than against
METCO‐specific costs for which those revenues were intended.
d. Similarly, the current OSC applied Materials Fee revenue offsets
against systemwide average incremental costs rather than
against Materials Fee‐specific costs for which those revenues
were intended.
e. The current OSC applied METCO‐specific revenues that included
transportation‐related amounts against costs that were already
net of METCO transportation costs.
f. The current OSC entirely ignored the capacity‐driven
incremental costs of constructing a 9th K8 school and BHS
expansion that are required to accommodate the growing
resident student enrollment plus maintaining the 500 non‐
resident student population.
2. Regardless of policy decisions, voters have the right to understand what
the costs really are.
3. An updated analysis was offered to the OSC, why did the OSC ignore the
opportunity to obtain the information?
a. See the attached analysis from Dr. Lee Selwyn, which suggests
that the current cost of educating non‐resident students could
be as much as $19 million per year when capital costs are
factored into the analysis
f.

Use of MSBA ‘recommendations’ and Fire Department ‘Codes’
i. Fire Code
1. The report states that certain calculations, particularly regarding
cafeteria usage, were made based upon notices posted by the Fire
Department. Did the OSC investigate the issue? In particular, did the
OSC talk to the Fire Dept. to understand the nature of the restrictions,
how they were calculated, etc? Did they discuss the issue with an
architect?
a. The conclusion may be that more or less space is needed, but,
just accepting the occupancy sign is too simplistic. The basic
questions are: 1. given the space available and as configured,
what is the current occupancy capacity to perform the needed

function; 2. What interventions may allow increased capacity,
whether by efficiency of use, equipment and furnishings, or
physical changes.
i. If the posted notices are, for example, a function of the
ingress and egress requirements, as opposed to the
physical capacity of the rooms, then the analysis should
be to understand what it might take to address and
ingress/egress issues (as opposed to just building new
facilities).
ii. MSBA
1. Why are MSBA recommendations being cited here but not being cited
elsewhere with regard to the PSB? Where do the quoted MSBA figures
come from and in what context are they made? Do they relate to MSBA
building projects? Are they minimum requirements? Maximum levels
for reimbursement?
g. With regard to any specific line item included in the requests from the PSB
i. Did the OSC conduct any independent analysis?
1. Salary and benefits provided vs. peer communities?
2. Transportation requests
a. Costs and philosophy?
i. Use?
ii. Appropriate fees?
3. Use of School Budget for non‐teaching personnel and other activities,
the apparently higher‐than‐average ratio of administrative‐to‐
instructional personnel in the PSB
2. Analysis of prior override
a. Did the money go where voters were told it would go?
i. Where is that data?
b. If that data is not available, or if the answer is ‘no’ or ‘not entirely’ how can the voters
be confident that they will get what they vote for? Further, if the funds were not used
as anticipated, and the PSB is now saying that funds are needed only for enrollment
growth (as opposed to catch‐up), doesn’t that indicate that the PSB previously asked for
more than they needed for ‘catch‐up’?
3. Capacity to Pay—The combined pages of the Capacity to Pay sections take up almost a third of
the entire OSC report and neither answer questions nor reach conclusions. Further, there are
statements and inferences that may be misleading, at best.
a. Did the OSC try to understand why the PSB changed its peer group?
i. Many towns in the peer group do not have comparable school systems as it
relates to educational excellence
1. Used for collective bargaining purposes?
ii. Shouldn’t the appropriate peer group be communities whose school systems
are considered comparable to Brookline’s from an educational perspective?
iii. The analysis does not take into account impact of taxes on disposable income

iv.

v.

vi.

vii.

1. Even if taxes are similar from a pure dollar perspective or a percentage
of median income basis, there is also an analysis that needs to be done
that considers the overall cost of living and the impact on disposable
income. There is little, if any, discussion of the of declining real incomes
against rising costs of living, including increases in real estate taxes that
outpace inflation. The combination indicates that there has been a
decline in net real disposable income that impacts the ability of people,
particularly those on fixed incomes, to meet basic costs of living.
The decline in Brookline incomes on a real basis should not be surprising given
the changes in population composition. More people over 65 means more
people on relatively fixed incomes that do not keep up with inflation, especially
in the low interest rate environment we had experienced over the last 8‐10
years.
The discussed wealth effect of increases in real estate values suggests that there
might actually be people who tap into home equity for the purpose of
maintaining a lifestyle. This is a far‐fetched notion, particularly as financial
institutions generally do not look kindly on that use of proceeds. More
importantly, that the Select Board, or the OSC, would consider it a good thing
that people might need to borrow against assets to maintain the ability to
remain in their homes is concerning. Paper gains are not evidence of capacity to
pay. Indeed, the fact is that taxes are a mandatory cash outflow and, even if
there are gains, the general inability to monetize them means that people
become increasingly ‘house poor’.
1. Use of data including values/taxes of rental properties further clouds
the analysis. Renters do not benefit from any increase in the value of
the housing they live in, yet, they likely have to bear the burden of tax
increases as leases roll over.
2. The very concept also ignores the fact that even if someone were
disposed to borrow to fund living expenses and even if a financial
institution would grant such a loan, the interest on home equity loans,
both new and existing, is no longer deductible.
3. The analysis makes light of the fact that taxes have risen at a rate that is
multiples of the rate at which income has risen in Brookline, further
evidence of a decline in the net disposable income for residents.
There is no discussion about the impact of what is a rising interest rate
environment as well as the limitation on the deductibility of mortgage interest.
1. The deductibility of interest on new mortgage debt is limited to the cost
on $750,000, a reduction from $1,100,000.
2. Both will have a negative impact on housing values and increase the
after‐tax cash costs of owning a home in addition to the possible impact
of the SALT deductibility restrictions.
The discussion about housing values in Brookline compared to the Case‐Schiller
Greater Boston Index is disingenuous and misleading. The Index likely includes
municipalities such as Brockton, Everett, Chelsea, Quincy, Woburn, Melrose,

Revere, etc. These cities and towns are not comparable to Brookline and the
variability of housing values there are significantly greater. Brookline’s values
should be compared to those of true peer communities, ones that offer similar
municipal services including the highest quality school systems. Further, there
should be a dissembling of the data to demonstrate what the growth in single
family values have been versus condominium values versus increase in
apartment building values. Of course, increases in apartment values do not
accrue to the benefit of the occupant.
viii. That Brookline is not ‘unique’ with regard to the fact that there are financially
distressed families elsewhere in the state is sort of a similar red herring and the
statement comes off as a somewhat callous, ‘so, what’? What likely is more
unique to Brookline is that there is such a large percentage of stressed
households in a municipality with our median income and, possibly, to our peer
communities.
4. Calculations of Impact
a. The calculations of impact on individual taxes over five years, as presented, is incorrect
as it does not include compounding over the analyzed time frame.
5. Did the OSC examine, or research, any of the following:
a. Financing options including borrowing for longer periods of time for capital projects that
have useful lives beyond 25 years.
b. Actual anticipated and budgeted new growth from developments projected to come on
line over the next three years
i. Discussion with Planning dept. and/or Deputy Town Administrator?
c. Any possible revenue sources to mitigate the need for funds?
6. Operating Costs
a. General/Possible Overlap or duplication
i. Funds are shown for both the Town and the school for additional resources to
be provided to the building department. A total of $825,000. Is this for
increased personnel, parts and materials, both? Did the OSC review the details
of each of these requests with the Building Department?
ii. Both the Town and the Schools seek funds for training, either one time or
ongoing, relating to issues of race, diversity and equity. The total is roughly
$520,000 over 3 years. Did the OSC examine or discuss whether there was
capacity within the Town’s Diversity, Inclusion and Community Relations
Department to provide the Schools with some of the professional development
being sought? Should the function of dealing with issues of race and diversity
be handled by two different groups of municipal employees? Are there
potential benefits and efficiencies in centralizing this activity? Was it discussed
at all?
b. Schools
i. Transportation—It appears that the explanation was taken straight from the
PSB budget materials. Did the OSC do any independent analysis?
1. What is the current utilization of the South Brookline buses?

2. Why are costs related to increased contract fees identified as
enrollment growth driven?
3. If the $42,760 has been paid for in the past from somewhere, what is
happening to the money that had been spent on these programs?
4. What has been the historic means of getting athletes to practice? Why
is this changing now? Would/could this be covered by an increase in
Athletic Fees, or at least a charge added for those athletes that choose
this method of transport? What practice field is this bus being used for?
5. Why aren’t the anticipated revenues being netted out of the ask? If
there is a concern about overestimating revenue, what happens to the
revenue once it is realized? The taxpayers could be funding additional
activities without their knowledge.
ii. Is restorative justice for the high school? Anti‐bullying programs have been
major investments in the past. Does this indicate that there have been specific
deficiencies identified in what is being done elsewhere? What have the
statistics on incidents been over the last 10 years?
iii. The ‘investment’ in the early intervention program is said to ‘hopefully’
reduce/limit future special education costs. In what way and how does it differ
from the RTI programs currently in place?? How is this investment to be
evaluated for efficacy? What are the expenses used for? If not personnel, are
new materials needed each year?
c. Town—Beyond a.) above
7. Savings—Did the OSC
a. Do any analysis comparing the total compensation packages given our Town employees
and Teachers relative to our true peers?
b. How does administrative review of Preservation requests save money, especially if we
are being asked to hire someone?
c. Neither increasing fees for parking permits nor increasing parking rates to establish
Parking Benefit Districts involve savings…they involve increasing fees
i. Was any analysis done to understand the potential size of revenue from PBDs?
ii. Was the question asked about the current level of cost recovery in the Permit
Parking Program?
iii. Did the OSC ask about other ideas such as selling the rights to overnight parking
to a private operator who would not be constrained by cost recovery? It could
lead to greater value for the town (much like municipalities have sold off
parking meters and even highways to the private sector).
8. Revenue
a. Are the parking meter recommendations in‐line with the work done by the previous
parking meter rate working group?
b. What has been the net impact of increasing rates and using electronic pay when
factoring in lost ticketing revenue? Are there potential savings from traffic personnel if
ticketing has dropped?
c. Why was no work done on the possible revenue opportunities from increasing rental
rates at school facilities?

d. How were the estimates of revenue from recreational marijuana taxation derived?
Where is the analysis?
e. Did the OSC do any analysis of the possible revenue from short‐term housing rentals?
What would the cost of implementing a collection program be?
9. Other
a. Page 95. There is a contradiction with regard to who pays the costs for METCO students
with special needs. In one comment it says PSB, in the parenthesized sentence it
suggests the sending district (Boston).
b. Was the OSC aware that when a non‐resident SPED student is sent out‐of‐district, the
sending district pays, whereas when a SPED student is served in‐district, such as in a
district‐wide program, Brookline pays. Did the OSC factor this into any evaluation of the
economic merit of creating additional district‐wide programs vs. outsourcing some SPED
activities? How many non‐resident children are in district‐wide programs?
c. There have been discussions from time to time about the extent to which students not
actually residing in Brookline are attending Brookline schools by providing a false
Brookline address, such as that of a relative or close friend. Inasmuch as the enrollment
growth is far outpacing population growth, did the OSC examine whether or not the
instances of such fraudulent enrollments are increasing?
d. Did the OSC talk to all municipal departments and, in particular?
i. Fire
ii. Police
iii. Planning
e. Any discussion about the commercial tax levy and possibly advising the selectmen to
increase it to the maximum. Real property owners, and most small businesses, will
benefit under the new tax law, permanently, while individuals will not.

